From: Perry, Tracy

To: Ingram, Earl

Subject: FW: refined usage analysis for diazinon
Date: Monday, September 16, 2019 1:49:12 PM
Attachments: Diazinon refined usage.pdf

From: Anderson, Brian <Anderson.Brian@epa.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, September 04, 2019 12:21 PM
To: Perry, Tracy <Perry.Tracy@epa.gov>

Cc: Suarez, Mark <Suarez.Mark@epa.gov>
Subject: FW: refined usage analysis for diazinon

Hi Tracy

Attached is the diazinon SUUM also for the docket. Mark, can you please confirm that it’s ok
to make this available in the docket?

Thanks again Tracy

Brian

From: Anderson, Brian
Sent: Tuesday, November 13, 2018 10:36 AM
To: Knorr, Michele <Knorr.Michele@epa.gov>

Subject: FW: refined usage analysis for diazinon

We sent this back in 2016. I’'m still a little unclear if we re-sent it again or not as part of the
new request. | know we did not re-generate new usage data, but we may have sent this again,
but | can’t seem to find confirmation right now — still looking though b/c I've seen some old
emails suggesting that we were at least thinking about sending the diazinon again, but it
would have been the same report. This at least gives you a date where we sent it to them
originally — | hope it’s helpful.

Brian

From: Garber, Kristina
Sent: Friday, November 09, 2018 4:11 PM

To: Anderson, Brian <Anderson.Brian@epa.gov>

Subject: FW: refined usage analysis for diazinon
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Diazinon: National and State Use and Usage Summary

Introduction

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is currently working with the United States Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) and National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) to develop a method for assessing the
risks of chlorpyrifos, diazinon, and malathion to populations of endangered and threatened species. Given
that many populations of listed species range over large areas, it is necessary to consider use of pesticides
on a landscape scale, rather than simply a field or a small watershed. One consideration involves the percent
of the crop in a given area (relevant to a listed specie’s range) that is treated with a pesticide. There are
uncertainties in extrapolating from national level usage data (as provided in the SLUA), to regional and
state level ranges of protected species. In particular, national level data does not distinguish if there are
areas of a species’ range where usage is greater or less than the average national usage. In order to address
these concerns, this document contains a listing of all diazinon registered use sites, and all available
estimates of pesticide usage data for diazinon, nationally and by state. The intended use of the data presented
here are to inform assumptions about where diazinon is used in the United States, including the extent,
variability, and rate of that usage. Additionally, the data may inform assumptions about crops and states
where diazinon is likely not being used. The state level estimates of pesticide usage presented here
(especially percent crop treated) can be used to inform estimates of the proportion of a species range that
may be exposed to diazinon.

The pesticide usage data summarized herein was obtained from both public and private (proprietary)
sources. The data were averaged and rounded so that the presented information is not proprietary, business
confidential, or a trade secret. The most recent five years of available data were used, 2010-2014, in order
to represent current and future use patterns for diazinon. Current use patterns will encompass changes in
diazinon use directions implemented based on the 2006 Diazinon Registration Eligibility Decision (RED).

Data Sources

¢ Market Research Data (MRD) — proprietary pesticide usage data from 2010 to 2014. These data
are collected and sold by a private market research firm. The data collected provides pesticide usage
data for about 60 crops by annual surveys of agricultural users in the continental United States.
The survey design targets at least 80 percent of US acreage/production of the surveyed
commodities. Survey methodology provides statistically valid results, typically at the state level.

e United States Department of Agriculture’s National Agricultural Statistics Service (NASS) —
publicly available pesticide usage data from 2010 to 2014. NASS data are based on surveys that
focus on the top-producing states that together account for the majority of U.S. acres or production
of the surveyed commodity. NASS survey design targets a minimum of 80 percent of the
acreage/production for every fruit, vegetable, and field crop surveyed. Operation level data are
combined during summary and, pending compliance with disclosure rules, published at the state
and national levels. NASS collects data for various commodities on a rotating schedule.

e California Department of Pesticide Regulation (CDPR) Pesticide Use Reporting (PUR) —
publicly available pesticide usage data for 2010 to 2014. The PUR database contains detailed records
and summaries of agricultural applications of pesticides on crops based on application permits. All
agricultural pesticide use are reported monthly and results are published annually.

The presented usage data are averaged over the number of years of available survey data based on sampling
frequency (five years for MRD and CDPR, and 1-2 years for NASS), regardless of whether usage is





observed in each surveyed year. The presented data may thus underestimate the maximum yearly usage. In
certain cases, data are unavailable or withheld. These cases are indicated in the tables:

e Some data sources do not provide all data elements. When a data element is not available this is
indicated with a “- -“notation in the relevant column.

e In some cases, not enough samples are available to establish a robust average. This is indicated
with the notation “Insufficient number of reports to establish an estimate™ or “(S)”. Generally this
indicates that the chemical is only periodically used by a small number of users.

e If a registered use site is surveyed by one of our data sources but no usage is observed, this is
indicated with the notation “Surveyed but no usage reported” across the data columns. Lack of
reported usage data for the pesticide on a surveyed crop indicates that there is a very low likelihood
that the given pesticide is used on that crop.

o If aregistered use site is not surveyed nationally by any of our data sources, this is indicated with
the notation “Not Surveyed at National Level” across the data columns.

Summary

Nationally, agricultural diazinon usage has been decreasing for over a decade. Total agricultural acres
treated with diazinon has decreased by 97%, since its peak in 2005. Annual pounds applied agriculturally
has decreased 85% since its peak in 2003 (Figure 1). During the most recent five years of available survey
data (2010 and 2014), over 171,000 pounds of diazinon were applied to over 131,000 acres of agricultural
crops annually (Table 1), in 19 states (Figure 2). Approximately 60% of agricultural applications of
diazinon are made to five crops (apples, lettuce, onions, tomatoes, and cherries), both in terms of total acres
treated and pounds a.i. applied annually. The remaining 40% of diazinon applications are spread over nearly
30 other crops. Further information on national usage of diazinon by crop is available in Table 1. While the
vast majority of diazinon is only applied to a handful of crops, examination of the percent of individual
crops grown by state that are treated with diazinon indicates that it is an important pest control tool for
certain crops in certain states. For instance, an average of 88% of spinach, 58% of onions, and 52% of
cabbage crops in Texas were treated with diazinon annually. Further information on percent of crops treated
with diazinon by state is available in Table 2.

Approximately 30% of operations that grow ornamentals in outdoor nurseries in the six US states surveyed
by NASS are treated with diazinon. While the overall percent of surveyed operations using diazinon has
remained relatively constant, the percent of operations treated by state differs from year to year. Between
2006 and 2009, the percent of operations treated with diazinon in California increased from 11% to 23%,
while those treated in Texas decreased from 14% to only 1%. Further information on percent of ornamental
nurseries treated with diazinon by state is available in Table 3.
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Figure 1. Diazinon Total Acres Treated and Total Pounds A.I. Applied (1998-2014).
Source: Market Research Data (MRD). 1998-2014
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Figure 2. States with observed Diazinon usage (2010-2014).
Source: Market Research Data (MRD). 2010-2014
*AK, HI, and US Territories are not surveyed.





Table 1. National Diazinon Agricultural Usage by Crop. Data Averaged Over Reported Years.

- At | gt Ml
Crop Survey Status At Total Rate Rate
I::nm_ls ﬁl Acres (Ib AV/A)
pplied Treated: (Ib AI/A)
Almonds MRD (2010-2014) 3,780 2,016 1.87 3.0
Apples MRD (2010-2014) 26,030 22,900 1.14 2.0
Apricots MRD (2010-2014) L 2.0
Beans (Snap, Bush, Pole, String) | MRD (2010-2014) I"S“ff;g:g:i‘s‘l:"::eerst‘]?;:’ffns ko 40
Broccoli MRD (2010-2014) 4,070 3,660 1.11 4.0
Cabbage MRD (2010-2014) 8,820 6,320 1.40 4.0
Caneberries MRD (2010-2014) 7,150 6,650 1.08 2.0
Cantaloupes MRD (2010-2014) 3,900 5,450 0.72 4.0
Carrots MRD (2010-2014) 9,970 4,700 2.12 4.0
Cauliflower MRD (2010-2014) 640 680 0.94 4.0
Cherries MRD (2010-2014) 13,490 8,500 1.59 2.0
Cucumbers MRD (2010-2014) 1,590 1,130 1.41 4.0
Dry Beans/Peas MRD (2010-2014) e o g 40
Hazelnut MRD (2010-2014) Surveyed but no usage reported 0.5
Lettuce MRD (2010-2014) 11,120 16,000 0.69 2.0
Lima Beans MRD (2010-2014) vy v e e 4.0
Onions MRD (2010-2014) 25,800 15,360 1.68 4.0
Peaches MRD (2010-2014) 5,370 3,890 1.38 2.0
Pears MRD (2010-2014) 1,430 870 1.64 2.0
Peppers MRD (2010-2014) 1,080 370 2.92 4.0
Plums/Prunes MRD (2010-2014) 3,470 380 1.46 2.0
Potatoes MRD (2010-2014) e L 4.0
Pumpkins MRD (2010-2014) 610 380 1.60 4.0
Spinach MRD (2010-2014) 7,850 5,460 1.44 4.0
Squash MRD (2010-2014) 1,270 1,150 1.10 4.0
Strawberries MRD (2010-2014) 2,980 4,740 0.63 1.0
Tomatoes MRD (2010-2014) 23,420 11,750 1.99 4.0
Watermelons MRD (2010-2014) 4,660 4,530 1.03 4.0
Blueberries NASS (2011) 7,100 - 0.62 1.0
Honeydew Melon NASS (2010,2014) Surveyed but no usage reported 4.0
Brussels Sprouts CalDPR (2010-2014) 24 32 1.32 4.0

(continued on next page)






Avg.

1 : Max
AVg Annual AVg' Al Labeled
Annual Rat
Crop Survey Status Pasmds AL Total € Rate
. Acres b AI/A
Applied* | . oted: a ) | abava)
Figs CalDPR (2010-2014) 155 208 1.45 0.5
Garlic CalDPR (2010-2014) Tnsgiligienpmumberal veposts o 4.0
establish an estimate.
Nectarines CalDPR (2010-2014) 266 140 1.98 2.0
. Cranberry Institute
Cranberries (2015) 41,000 -- -- 3.0
Beets (Red And Table) Not Surveyed at National Level 4.0
Casaba Mellon Not Surveyed at National Level 4.0
Chinese Broccoli Not Surveyed at National Level 4.0
Chinese Cabbage Not Surveyed at National Level 4.0
Chinese Mustard Not Surveyed at National Level 4.0
Chinese Radish Daikon Not Surveyed at National Level 4.0
Collards Not Surveyed at National Level 4.0
Crenshaw Melon Not Surveyed at National Level 4.0
Endive Not Surveyed at National Level 4.0
Ginseng Not Surveyed at National Level 0.5
Kale Not Surveyed at National Level 4.0
Leeks Not Surveyed at National Level 4.0
Muskmelons Not Surveyed at National Level 4.0
Mustard Greens Not Surveyed at National Level 4.0
Parsley Not Surveyed at National Level 4.0
Parsnips Not Surveyed at National Level 0.996
Persian Melons Not Surveyed at National Level 4.0
Pineapple Not Surveyed at National Level 1.0
Radishes Not Surveyed at National Level 4.0
Rutabagas Not Surveyed at National Level 4.0
Shallots Not Surveyed at National Level 4.0
Sweet Potatoes Not Surveyed at National Level 4.0
Swiss Chard Not Surveyed at National Level 4.0
Turnips Not Surveyed at National Level 4.0
MED Surveyed by MRD Data, and Year(s) of data included
(YEAR-YEAR) urveyed by ata, and Year(s) of data include
(\I\(JI/E\ZIS{) Surveyed by NASS, and Year(s) of data included
Cal DPR Surveyed by CalDPR and Year(s) of data included
(YEAR) Over than 80% of crop grown in California
The pounds Al displayed in this document may differ from
* those displayed in the SLUA and other BEAD documents,
because different calculation methods were used.
Total Acres Treated accounts for multiple applications to a
b single area. This will overestimate the number of acres
treated as some acres are treated more than once.






Table 2. Diazinon Agricultural Usage by Crop and State.

Avg. Avg.
Annual Annual Min. Max. Avg.
" SS'::::z State Crop Total Lbs. Annual Annual Annual
Acres Al PCT PCT PCT
Grown' Applied
Almonds SR California 947,400 3776 0 0.5 0.2
(2010-2014) ’
Virginia 13,200 1,670 0 53 21
California 18,700 4,117 7 31 16
Pennsylvania 23,600 4,612 5 24 15
MRD Washington 164,000 14,627 1 10 5
Apples (2010-2014) Oregon 5,400 (S) 0 38 8
New York 49,200 724 0.2 3 2
Ohio 5,000 (S) 0 2 0.3
Michigan 44,000 (S) 0 0.2 0.05
NC, WV Surveyed but no usage reported
; MRD —
Apricots (2010-2014) California 10,800 (S) 0 11 3
California 9,500 (S) 0 3 0.6
Beans (Snap New York 26,800 (S) 0 0.9 0.2
Bush, Pole ’ M FL.GA, IL,
Str’ing © | (2010-2014) | ID, M1, NC, Surveyed but no usage reported
OR, PA, TN,
TX, WI
Broccoli (20]1\/(1)}_{21()“4) California 121,500 4067 0.4 8 3
Texas 7,200 6,253 23 74 52
New York 10,400 1,954 0 33 20
MRD Florida 9,700 (S) 0 12 2
Cabbage (2010-2014) California 13,000 (S) 0 3 2
Michigan 3,100 (S) 0 4 0.9
AZﬁS?V’VCI}A Surveyed but no usage reported
MRD Oregon 11,800 1,595 0 15 8
Caneberries (2010-2014) Washington 11,600 5,019 0 10 3
California 6,800 (S) 0 10 3
Texas 2,700 (S 0 57 18
MRD Califqmia 37,300 2,884 4 35 13
Cantaloupes (2010-2014) Florida 2,800 (S) 0 6 1
L, S‘é’ o, Surveyed but no usage reported
Washington 7,500 (S) 0 49 10
Ftt MRD California 64,900 8,956 0 22 6
(2010-2014) Texas 2,900 (S) 0 33 7
MI, WI Surveyed but no usage reported
Cauliflower MRD Arizona 3,400 (S) 0 28 8
(2010-2014) California 33,600 S) 0 4 1
California 35,800 10,814 3 45 18
Cherries MRD Oregon 17,600 704 0.3 8 3
(2010-2014) Washington 43,000 1,972 1 d 3
MI Surveyed but no usage reported

(continued on next page)






Avg. Avg.
Crop Survey Annual Annual Min. Max. Avg.
Status State Crop Total Lbs. Annual Annual Annual
Acres Al PCT PCT PCT
Grown' Applied
California 8,300 400 0 11 7
MRD Florida 24,500 (S) 0 S 2
Cucumbers (2010-2014) GA, MD, MI,
MO, NC, SC, Surveyed but no usage reported
TX, WA, WI
California 53,300 (S) | 0 l 6 1
I PN A
Beans/Peas (2010-2014) NY: ND,, TX,, Surveyed but no usage reported
WA, WY
MRD
Hazelnut (2010-2014) OR Surveyed but no usage reported
p— MRD California 204,400 1,115 [ 09 | 20 6
(2010-2014) AZ Surveyed but no usage reported
California 8,400 S 0 21 4
Lima Beans 5 IIVIRD DE, GA, IL, - l l
(2010-2014) SC. WA, Wi Surveyed but no usage reported
Texas 11,900 14,644 31 82 58
California 44,600 5,511 0 27 11
MRD New York 9,500 797 1 12 7
Onions (2010-2014) Washington 24,300 4,430 0 10 5
Colorado 6,400 165 0 8 3
Oregon 19,900 (S) 0 1 0.4
GA, ID Surveyed but no usage reported
California 54,200 4,706 1 11 5
Pennsylvania 5,100 (S) 0 19 8
MRD Texas 5,500 S 0 19 4
Peaches | (2010-2014) [AL, GA, IL, <
MI, NJ, SC, Surveyed but no usage reported
WA
MRD California 14,100 1,398 0 16 6
Pears (2010-2014) Oregon 17,800 (S) 0 0.4 0.1
WA Surveyed but no usage reported
New Jersey 3,500 (S) 0 21 6
MRD California 29,100 (S) 0 2 0.4
Peppers Florida 17,500 (S) 0 1 0.2
(2010-2014)
AZ, GA, NM,
NC, OH, TX Surveyed but no usage reported
Plums/Prunes (2011\/(1)1_(2]())14) California 88,200 3,472 0.6 4 2

(continued on next page)






Avg. Avg.
Annual Annual Min. Max. Avg.
- SS'::::: State Crop Total Lbs. | Annual Annual Annual
Acres Al PCT PCT PCT
Grown't Applied
Idaho 318,800 (S) 0 0.4 0.1
CA, C0, FL,
ME, MI,MN
MRD i s
A (2010-2014) zlg” II:JIIE: g;’ Surveyed but no usage reported -
PA, TX, VA,
WA, WI
New Jersey 2,400 (S) 0 23 8
California 5,900 (S) 0 2 0.4
Michigan 6,900 (S) 0 1 0.2
' MRD CT, IL, ID, IN,
Pumpkins | 29102014 | MD> MA, NM,
WAL, 2, 2. Surveyed but no usage reported
OH, OR, PA,
TN, TX, VA,
WA, WI
Texas 2,300 2,759 69 100 88
MRD New Jersey 3,200 2,373 0 78 47
Spinach (2010-2014) California 30,800 2,632 0 10 3
Oklahoma 1,800 (S) 0 34 12
AZ, CO Surveyed but no usage reported
California 6,300 385 3 16 8
Florida 9,800 (S) 0 12 5
Pennsylvania 800 (S) 0 9 2
Georgia 3,500 (S) 0 6 1
Sequash MRD Texas 1,900 (S) 0 5 1
(2010-2014) New Jersey 3,100 (S) 0 3 0.5
New York 4,900 (S) 0 1 0.3
CT,MA, MI,
NC, OH, OR, Surveyed but no usage reported
SC,TN, WI
California 39,100 2,024 3 14 9
MRD Florida 9,300 (S) 0 35 9
Strawberries (2010-2014) Washington 1,800 (S) 0 24 7
Pennsylvania 1,000 (S) 0 4 1
MI, NY, OR Surveyed but no usage reported
Tomatoes MRD Florida 31,800 713 0 27 11
(2010-2014) California 302,000 22,704 2 3 3
Texas 26,800 3,255 0 33 13
California 10,600 1,378 5 19 11
Watermelons MRD Florida 25,200 (S) 0 2 0.3
(2010-2014) | AL, AZ, GA,
ID, MS, MO, Surveyed but no usage reported
NC, OK, SC

(continued on next page)






Avg. Avg.
Annual Annual Min. Max. Avg.
Erp SS'::::z State Crop Total Lbs. Annual Annual Annual
Acres Al PCT PCT PCT
Grown' Applied
Washington -- 2,600 34 47 41
Georgia -- 3,350 23 25 24
Oregon -- 950 16 17 17
Blueberries 2011) New Jersey -- 800 8 19 14
NASS s Insufficient number of reports to establish an
Michigan -- 2
estimate.
Wit Pl B Insufficient number gf reports to establish an
estimate.
Honeydew NASS
Melor (2010,2014) AZ,CA, TX Surveyed but no usage reported
California
Beets (Red CalDPR (12%) B i U b s
And Teble) | (EOLREG1ES Otl(lgg;tz;tes Crop grown in other states, but not surveyed at national level
Chinese California
Cabbage CalDPR (49%) i 86 ¢ ' i
(IS 20T Ot}(ngrl f/iz;tes Crop grown in other states, but not surveyed at national level
Chinese California _ 38 0 11 1
Radish Daikon CalDPR (62%) '
L=l Otl(l;;;t&)ltes Crop grown in other states, but not surveyed at national level
Collards California
CalDPR (2%) - 5 0 0.3 0.1
2010-2014 : i
VelilgeRlay Otlzggf/tz;tes Crop grown in other states, but not surveyed at national level
Endive California
CalDPR (54%) -- 18 0 0.1 0.02
2010-
=20y Otlz:g:/ta)ltes Crop grown in other states, but not surveyed at national level
Kale California
CalDPR (27%) - 41 0.03 0.2 0.1
Lettle=aiay Otlz%;zz)ltes Crop grown in other states, but not surveyed at national level
Mustard CalDPR California - | ] 0 | o1 | 0012
Greens (2010-2014) |  Other states Crop grown in other states, but not surveyed at national level
Radishes California
CalDPR (12%) -- 56 0.1 1.6 0.5
Getia214) Otl(lggs/?;tes Crop grown in other states, but not surveyed at national level
Swiss Chard CalDPR California - I ® | o | 0002 | 0.0003
(2010-2014) |  Other states Crop grown in other states, but not surveyed at national level
Brussels CalDPR California
Sprouts (2010-2014) (93%) - 4 i e e
. CalDPR California
s (2010-2014) (96%) ” e i : e
) CalDPR California 3
Garlic (2010-2014) (85%) -- S) 0 0.3 0.1






a small number of users.

CAG represents the total number of acres that are grown of
t the crop in each state. It is independent of treatment with
any pesticide

Percent of Applications Aerial vs Ground

Avg. Avg.
Cro Bl Annual Annual Min. Max. Avg.
P Stat Y State Crop Total Lbs. Annual Annual Annual
54 Acres Al PCT PCT PCT
Grown' Applied
CalDPR California
i - 14 0.3 0.8 0.6
Neetarines 1 5010.2014) | (89%) i
New Jersey -- 400 -- -= 8
Cranberry Oregon == 1,300 -- -- 27
Cranberries Institute Washington -- 1,500 -- -- 44
(2015) Massachusetts -- 12,800 -- -- 57
Wisconsin - 25,100 - -- 58
Notes
MRD ,
Surveyed by MRD Data, and Year(s) of data included
(YEAR-YEAR)
NASS _
Surveyed by NASS, and Year(s) of data included
(YEAR)
Cal DPR Surveyed by CalDPR and Year(s) of data included
(YEAR) Percent of crop grown in California included under state
Insufficient number of reports to establish an estimate. |
(S) This indicates that the chemical is only periodically used by

Lettuce is the only crop registered for aerial application. No aerial applications were recorded between 2010

and 2014 for lettuce.
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Non-Agricultural Usage:

Table 3. Diazinon Non-Agricultural Usage by Site. 2009.

Ornamentals
grown in
outdoor
nurseries

(trees, bushes,
herbs,
nonflowering
plants, flowers,
shrubs, vines)

NASS
(2006, 2009)

Cattle

NASS
(YEAR)

California - 11 23
Florida -- 3 3
Pennsylvania - 3 3
Oregon e 5 1
Texas - 14 1
Michigan - 2 Insufficient
number of reports
to establish an
estimate.

Surveyed by NASS, and Year(s) of data included
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From: Garber, Kristina

Sent: Thursday, October 27, 2016 6:23 PM

To: Panger, Melissa <Panger.Melissa@epa.gov>; Rossmeisl, Colleen
<Rossmeisl.Colleen@epa.gov>; Peck, Charles <Peck.Charles@epa.gov>; Connolly, Jennifer
<Connolly.Jennifer@epa.gov>; Blankinship, Amy <Blankinship.Amy@epa.gov>; Donovan,

Elizabeth <Donovan.Elizabeth@epa.gov>; Golden, Nancy <nancy_golden@fws.gov>; Tony
Hawkes - NOAA Federal <tony.hawkes@noaa.gov>; Scott Hecht - NOAA Federal

<scott.hecht@noaa.gov>; David Baldwin (NOAA Federal) <david.baldwin@noaa.gov>; Cathy
Laetz - NOAA Federal <Cathy.laetz@noaa.gov>; Thomas Hooper - NOAA Federal
<thomas.hooper@noaa.gov>; cmebane@usgs.gov

Cc: Ryan DeWitt - NOAA Affiliate <ryan.dewitt@noaa.gov>; sara_pollack@fws.gov; Pease,

Anita <Pease.Anita@epa.gov>

Subject: refined usage analysis for diazinon
Hello all,

Attached is the refined usage analysis for diazinon that was generated by BEAD. Please let me
know if you have any questions.

Kris
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